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The “Eat Hearty” Hoax? 


There is aquestion that many stu- 
dents of population and conservation 
may be asking themselves: 

“Was the article ‘Eat Hearty’ 
which appeared in TIME magazine 
November 8, 1948 meant to be a 
practical joke?” 

Was the science editor of TIME 
trying to out-do Orson Welles’ radio 
sketch that described the invasion 
of the earth by the men from Mars? 

Did the writer of the TIME article 
purposely setup a straw man just to 
have it knocked over ? 

It is difficult to explain the article 
by any other theory, because TIME 
has done such an excellent job of 
gathering together in one short arti- 
cle practically all the wishful think- 
ing of this generation about the prob- 
lems of population and food supply. 

If this was TIME’s intention it has 
rendered a real public service be- 
cause it has enabled students of 
population and conservation to ex- 
plode many harmful myths with a 
minimum of energy, time, and ex- 
pense. 


The Ghost of Malthus 





TIME’s article “Eat Hearty” is 
more scientifically constructed--at 
least as regards the order of topics-- 
than might first be imagined. Like 
Professor Warren S. Thompson’s 
standard text book on Population 
Problems, the TIME article begins 
with Malthus. 

Thompson sums up his conclu- 
sions on Malthus in the following 


sentence: “It should also be borne 
in mind that in some parts of the 
Essay Malthus touched on most of 
the present-day problems of popu- 
lation and that in nearly every case 
his treatment is enlightening if not 
final.” 

The TIME article begins: “After 
more than a century of intermittent 
haunting, the ghost of agloomy Brit- 
ish clergyman, Thomas_ Robert 
Malthus, was on the rampage. last 
week.” 

If Malthus’ ghost has done any 
haunting it has not been “intermit- 
tent” but constant among the vast 
majority of the earth’s people who 
have lived in China, India, and many 
other countries during the last hun- 
dred years. 


Malthus, the Predictor? 





“Malthus, who died in 1834,” con- 
tinues the TIME article, “predicted 
that the world’s population would 
soon outgrow its food supply. * * * 
This did not happen.” 

Malthus would have been rather 
stupid to imagine that the world’s 
population could ever outgrow its 
food supply. How would anyone keep 
alive who didn’t have some kind of 
a food supply ? 

However, in a somewhat different 
sense, the world’s population already 
has grown too large to be healthfully 
nourished by the world’s present 
food supply. Otherwise, how could 
such authorities as Sir John Boyd 
Orr, when Director General of FAO, 
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and Clinton P. Anderson,when Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, make the state- 
ment that “two-thirds of the world’s 
people are chronically under- 
nourished” ? 


The “Gloomy” Malthus 





“The gloomy Malthus, who had 
underestimated both nature’s re- 
sources and man’s resourcefulness 
had been wrong,” says TIME. 

Just where had he been wrong? 

TIME tells us that the “world’s 
population had doubled since Mal- 
thus’ time....” Does this prove that 
Malthus was wrong? Let us inves- 
tigate. 


“I can easily conceive that this 
country CEngland], with a proper 
direction of national industry,” said 
Malthus, “might in the course of 
some centuries contain two or three 
times its present population, and yet 
every man in the kingdom be much 
better fed and clothed than he is at 
present.” 


Does this sound as though Malthus 
could not conceive of a doubling or 
even tripling of the population? 


“From a review of the state of 
society in former periods compared 
with the present,” wrote Malthus, 
“I should certainly say that the evils 
resulting from the principle of popu- 
lation have rather diminished than 
increased, even under the disadvan- 
tage of an almost total ignorance of 
the real cause. And if we can in- 
dulge the hope that this ignorance 
will be gradually dissipated, it does 
not seem unreasonable to expect 
that they will be still further dimin- 
ished.” 


Does this soundas though Malthus 
was a gloomy pessimist? Does it 
sound as though he had “underesti- 
mated both nature’s resources and 
man’s resourcefulness” ? 
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“Played-Out Planet” 





Under this heading TIME lets up . a 


on Malthus and turns its pleasantries 
on the “Neo-Malthusians.” “The 
Neo-Malthusians admit that he was 
wrong. But they claim that new and 
frightening threats have developed 
recently.” 

It is not surprising that Malthus 
who lived over a hundred years ago 
should be wrong on minor details. 
The surprising thing is that Malthus 
has been proved so right by the 
course of history. “It is clear that 
he has been greatly misrepresented 
by many people,” says Professor 
Thompson. “Probably the chief sin- 
ners in this respect have been those 
who never read him carefully.” 

That there are new and frightening 
threats to the peace and prosperity 
of the world caused by rapid popu- 
lation increase and equally rapid 
destruction of the earth’s resources, 
seems to be recognized by scien- 
tists and statesmen generally. 

Not only are two-thirds of the in- 
habitants of the world “chronically 
undernourished” but the population 
is now increasing at the rate of 1 
percent per year which if continued 
would cause a doubling of numbers 
in about 70 years. 


But the present increase in popu- 
lation is relatively insignificant 
compared tothe explosion that would 
occur if science and sanitation man- 
aged to lower the high death rates of 
China, India, Russia,the Near East, 
Africa, and Latin America, as the 
United States has already done in 
Puerto Rico. Instead of doubling in 
population in about 70 years the popu- 
lation of the world might double in 
less than half this period. 

What is the answer to this new 
problem? Does “optimist Salter,” 
quoted by TIME, have the solution? 


Or must we agree with a fi 
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9% Vogt,” also quoted by TIME, who ad- appears he would do so by quoting 
vocates not only the conservation of “optimist” Salter: “Dr. Salter be- 


natural resources but also a lower- 
ing of the birth rate to conform to 
the lowering of the death rate? 


Potential Population Increase 





An example of how fast the popu- 
lation of the industrially backward 
countries could increase if food and 
Sanitation could be supplied was 
pointed out by Sir Henry Tizzard in 
his presidential address before the 
British Association for the Advance - 
ment ofScience in 1948. In a suburb 
of Georgetown, British Guiana, DDT 
control introduced in 1945 resulted 
in adoubling ofthe birth rate in 1947, 
and the infant mortality dropped from 
350 in 1944 to67 in 1947. Sir Henry 
adds: “The population is increasing 
by 10 percent annually.” 

We do not have to go to British 
Guiana; we have the example of 
Puerto Rico. If the high death rates 

B @:: China, India, Russia, the Near 
East, Africa, and Latin America 
could be reduced by increased food 
and sanitation as Puerto Rico’s death 
rate has actually been decreased, 
those large populations would double 
in about 25 years--unless we follow 
“pessimist” Vogt’s suggestion and 
try to reduce the high birth rates. 
We did not do this in the case of 
Puerto Rico. 

Let us consider an outstanding ex- 
ample of potential population in- 
crease. If India’s death rate could 
be reduced to the level of that of 
Puerto Rico, with her present birth 
rate India could fill five earths as 
full as ours in a single century. 
China coulddo the same thing and it 
would not take Russia or Latin 
America much longer. 


“Food For New Billions” 





How would the writer of the TIME 


4a ye solve the above problem? It 


lieves that virtually all of the 52 
percent {of the land surface of the 
earth] could be made productive if 
there were good reason to make it 
so.” 

One is tempted toask: What better 
reason could there be for making 52 
percent of the earth productive than 
to relieve the two-thirds of the world 
inhabitants who are now chronicaily 
undernourished? 

TIME likes to talk about ‘real 
scientists,” “food for billions,” and 
“man, the master of soil,” but 
one wonders how many real scien- 
tists would agree with “optimist” 
Salter that 52 percent of the land of 
the earth could be made productive 
if there were good reasonto make it 
so? 

Just what does TIME mean by the 
word “productive”? Does it mean 
productive for crops? If so,accord- 
ing to Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, Chief, 
U. S. Soil Conservation Service, 
there are only about 4 billion acres 
of more or less arable land on the 
earth. This is less than 12 percent 
of the land surface of the earth--a 
far cry from 52 percent. 

That TIME by “productive” does 
mean possible land for cultivation is 
indicated by the statement that ‘only 
7-10percent of the total is cultivated 
at present.” 


According to Professors Frank A. 
Pearson and Floyd A. Harper, of 
Cornell University, in their book 
The World’s Hunger, at the present 
time only about 7 percent of the 
earth’s surface has suitable to- 
pography and temperature, reliable 
and adequate rainfall for cultivation. 
Perhaps scientific investigation and 
research will be able to raise this 
figure of 7 percent considerably. 
But evenif the Bennett and Pearson- 
Harper figures could be doubled they 
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would still fall far short of Dr. 
Salter’s figure of 52 percent. 

Furthermore, if we all agreed with 
Dr.Salter that 52 percent of the land 
surface of the earth could be made 
“productive” (to quote TIME), this 
would be no match for the world 
population growth if the death rate 
of industrially backward countries 
could be lowered as Puerto Rico’s 
death rate has been lowered--unless 
we accept the position of “pessimist” 
Vogt. 

But we don’t have to assume an 
increased rate of population growth 
caused by the sudden lowering of the 
death rates of industrially backward 
countries to make it difficult for the 
writer of the TIME article. “Should 
the present global population con- 
tinue to increase at the same rate 
that prevailed between 1900 and 
1940,” says Dr. Kingsley Davis, of 
the Office of Population Research, 
“the earth would hold over 21 bil- 
lion inhabitants by the year 2240, a 
total that is difficult to conceive.” 

Twenty-one billion is nearly ten 
times the present population of the 
earth. But why stop at 21 billion? 


“Plenty of Planet” 





The Neo-Malthusians would not 
disagree with TIME’s heading, 
“plenty of planet.” The difficulty is 
not too little planet but too many 
people to be properly fed, clothed, 
housed, and given proper medical 
care. 

As has been shown earlier, not 
even “gloomy” old Malthus supposed 
that food, etc., could not be greatly 
increased. But he pointed out that 
population can increase many times 
faster--if not reasonably limited by 
man or forcefully limited by nature. 

The suggestion by TIME that Mal- 
thus believed that population could be 
limited only by wars, famines, and 
pestilences cannot be accounted for 
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by any other theory than that ine@® 
writer was trying to pull somebody’s 
leg. 





“Bunkum” Is The Word For It 





“Science can stop most kinds of 
soil erosion and will surely lick the 
rest,” says TIME. “For the Neo- 
Malthusian scare-dogma that the 
world’s soil must inevitably lose its 
productiveness, the soil men have a 
one-word answer: bunkum.” 

The suggestion that the Neo- 
Malthusians believe that the world’s 
soil must “inevitably” lose its pro- 
ductiveness adds evidence that TIME 
has gone a-hoaxing. 





“What the World Can Do” > 





Under this heading TIME says: 

“By 1960, FAO believes, there will 
be 2,250 million people on the planet 
(other experts consider this estimate 
high).” @ 
According to the State Depart- 
ment’s study “World Population Es- 
timates,” the population of the world 
in 1946 (not 1960) was 2,251 million, 
and is now increasing at the rate of 
about 200 million in ten years. At 
this rate the population would be 
more than 2,450 million by 1960. 
But what is a difference of a couple 
of hundred million to the writer of 
the TIME article? This is only a 
third more people than the present 
population of the United States. 





“Man, The Master of Soil” 





“The soil men laugh at the Neo- 
Malthusian doctrine that man must 
adapt himself to soil, and live with 
it helplessly as wildlife,” says TIME. 
“Man is not the servant of the soil,” 
it says. “He is its master.” 

No one to our knowledge believes 
that man must live helplessly with 
the soil like wildlife. But to suggest 
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hat man is complete master of the 
soil, or can cultivate 52 percent of 
the surface of the earth, is perhaps 
a little optimistic. 

Malthus and the Neo-Malthusians 
might very well insist thatif man is 
not the master of himself and cannot 
reasonably control his power to mul- 
tiply the population, it will be of 
little consolation to knowthat manis 
master of the soil. 

As we understand it, the thesis of 
William Vogt’s book Road to Survival 
is that man must not only master the 
soil but also his power to multiply the 
population if he wishes to live in 
peace, prosperity and happiness. 





The Tortoise and The Hare 





As regards the point mentioned 
above, it might be in order to quote 
a few sentences from Malthus’ Prin- 
ciple of Population: 

“In an endeavor to raise the pro- 

ortion of the quantity of provisions 
@:: the number of consumers in any 
country, our attention would natur- 
ally be first directed tothe increas- 
ing of the absolute quantity of pro- 
visions * * *, 

“Finding therefore that from the 
laws of nature we could not propor- 
tion the food to the population, our 
next attempt should naturally be to 
proportion the population to the 
food. If we can persuade the hare to 
go to sleep, the tortoise may have 
some chance of overtaking her. 

“We are not however to relax our 
efforts in increasing the quantity of 
provisions, but to combine another 
effort with it, that of keeping the pop- 
ulation, when once it has been over- 
taken, at such adistance behind as to 
effect the relative proportion which 
we desire * * * .” 


Who Is The Pessimist? 








If space permitted we thinka rea- 
> oravi10 case could be made for the 
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statement that the writer of the TIME 
article offers far less hope for the 
solution of the food problem than do 
Malthus and the Neo-Mathusians. 
The TIME writer has nothing to of- 
fer humanity but the old wornout and 
completely exploded theory that man 
can increase his subsistence faster 
than he can increase the population. 

Malthus took issue with those who 
were afraid to try a new course of 
action. Countries of Western Civil- 
ization that have been influenced to 
some extent by Malthus have made 
the most progress. 

Had the United States not reduced 
its high birth rate of 55 to around 
20 per thousand population since 
1800, this country might now be as 
crowded as some of the Asiatic 
countries. Ireland through emigra- 
tion and a relatively low birth rate 
has cut its population in half during 
the last hundred years and at the 
same timehas improved its level of 
living from one of the lowest to one 
of the highest in Europe. 

As a general rule, in countries 
where we find low birth rates we us- 
ually find low death rates and a rel- 
atively high level of living. 

The writer of the TIME article 
speaks only of man’s mastery of the 
soil. He does not say a word about 
man’s mastery of his powers to mul- 
tiply the population, which accomp- 
lishment has brought more real pro- 
gress than man’s mastery of the 
soil. The Chinese produce more 
food per acre of good land than do 
the Americans, but chiefly because 
of their much higher birth rate they 
do not have enough to eat. 

In emphasizing man’s mastery of 
the soil without considering man’s 
mastery of his powers to multiply 
the population,the writer of the TIME 
article has tackled only half of the 
problem. This cannot be said of 
“gloomy” Malthus and “pessimist” 
Vogt. 
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“Man-Made” Topsoil? 


“In 1937,” says TIME, “a U.S. 
Government experiment station 
skinned teninches of soil off half an 
acre of virgin Ohio grassland, leav- 
ing nothing but the yellow subsoil. 
Corn planted on an untreated strip 
of this poor stuff produced no crop 
at all. But other strips were nursed 
along with fertilizer and crop rota- 
tions. During the sixth season, the 
best strip of man-made topsoil pro- 
duced 86 bushels of corn an acre, 
more than twice the U. S. average.” 

Now let us hear the whole story as 
told by Dr. Edward H. Graham, Chief, 
Biology Division,U.S. Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, before the recent meet- 
ing of the Soil Conservation Society 
of America: 

“The full facts concerning this 
statement [by TIME] shouldbe made 
available. Itistrue at the Ohio Agri- 
cultural Experiment Station at 
Wooster, Ohio, in 1941, 86.1 bushels 
of corn per acre were produced on 
subsoil. From topsoil of the same 
soil type in an adjacent plot, how- 
ever, 125 bushels of corn per acre 
were produced. 

“Furthermore, the 86 bushels 
were produced on the subsoil only one 
year out of four, because the corn was 
grown in a four-year rotation of 
corn, wheat, alfalfa, andalfalfa. This 
same subsoil was also supplied with 
enough lime to obtain a pH of 7.0. 
It was fertilized with 0-14-6 ferti- 
lizer at the rate of 100 pounds per 
acre when in corn, and 400 pounds 
per acre when in wheat. It was also 
treated with barnyard manure at the 
rate of six tons per acre, applied 
half when the plot was in corn, half 
when in wheat.” 

This experiment was only one of 
a series of eleven begun in 1937, 
continues Dr. Graham. “From all 
the plots, over the first nine years 
of the experiments, the average 
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yield of corn from the subsoil wa 
39.31 bushels, from the topsoil 98.6 


bushels—approximately two and one- 





half times as much from topsoil.” Si 
TIME likes to talk about “man- ™ 
made topsoil,” and to tell us that gr 
soil scientists laugh at the phrase 
“irreplaceable topsoil.” But let us ha 
see what Dr. Graham thinks about tic 
these statements: “Because of the - 
very nature of soil, subsoil under fo 
conditions of use by man can never pe 
become ‘man-made topsoil.’ * * * | 
When topsoil is destroyed man can- dt 
not remake it. * * * Topsoil is an F 
irreplaceable resource and the Soil L 
Conservation Society of America f = 
should recognize as its first re- y 
sponsibility the task of saving the F 


soil Nature gave us, which once lost, 
man cannot restore.” 


More Good Clean Fun 





One implication of the present 
“scare writers” on population — 
conservation, according to the TIME 
article, is for vigorous people “to 
go out and grab more land, clearing 
it, if necessary, of its present popu- 
lation.” 

The truthis that the Neo-Malthus- 
ian answer is areduction in the birth 
rate in accord with resources, says 8 
Dr. Karl Sax, Director, Arnold Ar- 





boretum, Harvard University. Those : 
who advocate increased birth rates 
in areas already overcrowded, he . 
says, are the ones who actually advo- 
cate military or peaceful invasion of 
other lands. 
u 
LOOK Vs. TIME I 


As this bulletin goes to press 
LOOK magazine has published an 
article which is described on the 
cover as a “revolutionary food dis- 
covery” that “can end world’s 


hunger.” a; a 
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eems to disagree with the author of 
the TIME article on the latter’s the- 
sis that the earth’s soil can produce 
enough food for the world’s ever- 
growing population. 

The LOOK article says: “Science 
has found a way to free food produc- 
tion from its age-old slavery to the 
soil—soil which can’t produce enough 


> The author of the LOOK article 





food for the world’s ever-growing 
population.” (Underlining supplied) 

In brief, the new method of pro- 
ducing food described by Mr. Nat S. 
Finney in the February 1 issue of 
LOOK uses large ponds or reser- 
voirs of water in which “algae and 
yeast work as a team.” 

Mr. Finney’s article has not been 
published long enough for a thorough 
examination of his thesis. The art- 
icle seems to be written in good faith, 
and, of course, we must reserve an 
open mind regarding allnew discov- 
eries of science. 





» » | If Mr. Finney is right, the new dis- 


overy, among other things, will pro- 
duce “enough food to feed half again 
as many people as now live in the 
world,” and will mean “conservation 
of our overworked farm lands.” 
Both of these objectives must be 
accomplished plus a world-wide pro- 
gram of population limitation if the 
inhabitants of the world are to be 
adequately fed during the coming 
fifty years. 
At present the world’s population 
is increasing at the rate of 1 per- 
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cent annually. If this rate continued 
it would produce not “half again” but 
100 percent more people in 70 years. 

If the high death rates of industri- 
ally backward countries are reduced 
faster than their birth rates, as has 
been the case in Puerto Rico, the 
present world increase would be 
greatly enlarged. 

The present increase in world pop- 
ulation of some 20 million a year 
occurs in spite of about 25 million 
unnecessary deaths caused by under- 
nourishment, lack of sanitation, etc. 
If these deaths did not occur the pop- 
ulation would increase 45 million a 
year. Just to offset this additional 
increase would require a program 
that would reduce the annual number 
of births by some 25 million. 

Because of: (1) the momentum of 
population growth, (2) the age distri- 
bution of the world’s people, (3) the 
possibility of rapidly lowering the 
high death rates of industrially back- 
ward countries, and (4) the difficult- 
ies of establishing a program of 
world population limitation, it is 
difficult to see how the population of - 
the earth can be peacefully stabil- 
ized before it has become at least 
“half again” as large as it is today. 

It cannot be emphasized too often 
that with all the optimism in the 
TIME and LOOK articles, the world 
still needs a program of population 
limitation. 


--Guy Irving Burch, Editor 


“In the future, it will be necessary to increase the efficiency of our 
utilization of sunlight, to conserve allour resources, and to control the birth 


rate of the world’s population.” 


--Farrington Daniels, address on Solar Energy before the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, 
SCIENCE, January 21, 1949, p. 56. 
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